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DETAILED ACTION 



Remarks 



1. 



Claims 1-20 are pending. 



Claim Status - 35 USC § 101 



2. 



35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 



Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 



3. As per claims 1-10, these claims appear to conform to 35 USC 101 . 
requirements. The claimed method produces a useful, concrete and tangible result and 
seems to establish a practical application according to the specification, paragraphs 
[0102]-[104]. These claims appear to be directed to an appropriate process within the 
meaning of 35 USC 101. 

4. As per claims 11-15, these claims appear to conform to 35 USC 101 
requirements. The claimed computer system comprises physical elements, a processor 
and computer-readable memory as defined in paragraph [0033] of the specification, 
which constitute part of a device or combination of devices to be a machine within the 
meaning of 35 USC 101. 

5. As per claim 16-20, these claims appear to conform to 35 USC 101 
requirements. The claimed computer-readable storage medium is defined in paragraph 
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[0066] of the specification, where storing on computer readable medium is storing on a 
durable storage device. These claims are directed to appropriate manufacture within 
the meaning of 35 USC 101 since the medium would only reasonably be reasonably 
interpreted by one of ordinary skill in the art as covering embodiments which are articles 
produced from raw or prepared materials and structurally connected to the program in 
such a manner as to enable the program to act as a computer component and realize 
its functionality. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1,11 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap 
between the steps. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted steps are: how is "the set of 
database tables configured to translate a query element to an associated user-identified 
element in the unstructured data", since a database table is simply a storage structure 
inside of a relational database system and it is not clear how a data structure such as a 
table could do such translation. 

8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being incomplete 
for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the steps. See 
MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted steps are: how is "the set of database tables configured 
to translate a query element to an associated user-identified element in the first and 
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second plurality of XML elements", since a database table is simply a storage structure 
inside of a relational database system and it is not clear how a data structure such as a 
table could do such translation. 

9. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the 
steps. See MPEP § 2172.01 . The omitted steps are: how "the set of database tables 
are configured to translate a first query element that represents the first XML element 
and not the second XML element and a second query element that represents the 
second XML element and not the first XML element", since a database table is simply a 
storage structure inside of a relational database system and it is not clear how a data 
structure such as a table could do such translation. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person- having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
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under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of .35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

11. Claims 1 -7 and 1 1 -20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wakefield et al. (' Wakefield ' hereinafter) (Publication Number 2004/0215634) in 
view of Krishnaprasad et al. (' Krishnaprasad ' hereinafter) (Publication Number 
2002/0078068) and further in view of Alpha et al (' Alpha ' hereinafter) (Publication 
Number 2003/0033275). 

As per claim 1 , Wakefield teaches 

A method of searching unstructured data stored in a database, the method 
comprising: (see abstract and background) 

storing unstructured data in a column of a database table; (columns contain free 
text stored in BLOBs, paragraph [0021], lines 5-8) 

receiving user input identifying one or more elements in the unstructured data as 
query elements; (analysts find facts, events, attributes in free text that could be stored in 
relational table, paragraph [0024], lines 6-9) 

Wakefield does not explicitly indicate "in response to the user input identifying the 
one or more elements in the unstructured data as query elements, the set of database 



Application/Control Number: Page 6 

10/731,604 

Art Unit: 2168 

tables configured to translate a query element to an associated user-identified element 
in the unstructured data" nor "generating one or more queries on the unstructured data 
using the query elements". 

However, Krishnaprasad discloses "in response to the user input identifying the 
one or more elements in the unstructured data as query elements, the set of database 
tables configured to translate a query element to an associated user-identified element 
in the unstructured data" (map fields to CLOBs, paragraph [0021], lines 10-15; 
'configured to' indicates intended use; Minton v. Nat 'I Ass 'n of Securities Dealers, Inc., 
336 F.3d 1373, 1381, 67 USPQ2d 1614, 1620 (Fed. Cir. 2003) "whereby clause in a 
method claim is not given weight when it simply expresses the intended result of a 
process step positively recited." Examples of claim language, although not exhaustive, 
that may raise a question as to the limiting effect of the language in a claim are: (A) 
"adapted to" or "adapted for" clauses; (B) "wherein" clauses; and (C) "whereby" clauses. 
Therefore intended use limitations are not required to be taught, see MPEP § 2106 
Section ll(C), MPEP 21 1 1.04 [R-3]) and "generating one or more queries on the 
unstructured data using the query elements" (text index used to optimize a search on 
the LOB column, paragraph [0045]; note that the LOB column contains the unstructured 
data and fields can be mapped to CLOBs, paragraph [0021], lines 10-15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Wakefield and Krishnaprasad because using the steps 
of "in response to the user input identifying the one or more elements in the 
unstructured data as query elements, the set of database tables configured to translate 
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a query element to an associated user-identified element in the unstructured data" and 
"generating one or more queries on the unstructured data using the query elements" 
would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by splitting 
up its constituent attributes and element data before storage into a database. This gives 
the user the advantage of being able to find pertinent data. 

Neither Wakefield nor Krishnaprasad explicitly indicate "generating a set of 
database tables". 

However, Alpha discloses "generating a set of database tables" (generate tables, 
paragraph [0036], lines 1-4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Wakefield , Krishnaprasad and Alpha because using the 
steps of "generating a set of database tables" would have given those skilled in the art 
the tools to improve the invention by allowing queries that contain conditions for both 
unstructured and structured data to be efficiently processed. This gives the user the 
advantage of being able to find pertinent data. 

As per claim 2, 

Wakefield does not explicitly indicate "the one or more queries specify at least 
one value and an operation that is to be performed on a user-identified element in the 
unstructured data". 
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However, Krishnaprasad discloses "the one or more queries specify at least one 
value and an operation that is to be performed on a user-identified element in the 
unstructured data" (paragraphs [001 9],[0050]-[0053]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Wakefield and Krishnaprasad because using the steps 
of "the one or more queries specify at least one value and an operation that is to be 
performed on a user-identified element in the unstructured data" would have given 
those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by splitting up its constituent 
attributes and element data before storage into a database. This gives the user the 
advantage of being able to find pertinent data. 

As per claim 3, 

Wakefield does not explicitly indicate "the one or more queries further include a 
start date and an end date". 

However, Krishnaprasad discloses "the one or more queries further include a 
start date and an end date" (paragraphs [0019],[0050]-[0053]; note that the use of dates 
is not functionally distinct from using any other value). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Wakefield and Krishnaprasad because using the steps 
of "the one or more queries further include a start date and an end date" would have 
given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by splitting up its 
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constituent attributes and element data before storage into a database. This gives the 
user the advantage of being able to find pertinent data. 

As per claim 4, Wakefield teaches 

the unstructured data is stored in character large object (CLOB) format, 
(paragraph [0021], lines 3-7) 

As per claim 5, 

Wakefield does not explicitly indicate "the unstructured data comprises a well- 
formed XML document stored within a column of a database table". 

However, Krishnaprasad discloses "the unstructured data comprises a well- 
formed XML document stored within a column of a database table" (paragraph [0020], 
lines 5-10; figure 1, item 108). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Wakefield and Krishnaprasad because using the steps 
of "the unstructured data comprises a well-formed XML document stored within a 
column of a database table" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to 
improve the invention by splitting up its constituent attributes and element data before 
storage into a database. This gives the user the advantage of being able to find 
pertinent data. 



As per claim 6, 
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Wakefield does not explicitly indicate "XML fields of the unstructured data are 
filled with transaction data from a database transaction based on a predefined mapping 
to multiple data sources". 

However, Krishnaprasad discloses "XML fields of the unstructured data are filled 
with transaction data from a database transaction based on a predefined mapping to 
multiple data sources" (paragraphs [0019],[0050]-[0053]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Wakefield and Krishnaprasad because using the steps 
of "XML fields of the unstructured data are filled with transaction data from a database 
transaction based on a predefined mapping to multiple data sources" would have given 
those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by splitting up its constituent 
attributes and element data before storage into a database. This gives the user the 
advantage of being able to find pertinent data. 

As per claim 7, 

Wakefield does not explicitly indicate "the multiple data sources comprise 
multiple tables of a database". 

However, Krishnaprasad discloses "the multiple data sources comprise multiple 
tables of a database"(paragraph [0016], lines 1-6)! 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Wakefield and Krishnaprasad because using the steps 
of "the multiple data sources comprise multiple tables of a database" would have given 
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those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by splitting up its constituent 
attributes and element data before storage into a database. This gives the user the 
advantage of being able to find pertinent data. 

As per claims 1 1^15, 

These claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above for rejected claims 1-6 and are similarly rejected. 

As per claims 16-20, 

These claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above'for rejected claims 1-2 and 4-6, respectively, and are similarly rejected. 

12. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wakefield 
et al. (' Wakefield ' hereinafter) (Publication Number 2004/0215634) in view of 
Krishnaprasad et al. (' Krishnaprasad ' hereinafter) (Publication Number 2002/0078068) 
and further in view of Alpha et al. (' Alpha ' hereinafter) (Publication Number 
2003/0033275) and further in view of Grainger (Publication Number 2002/01 1 6363). 



As per claim 8, Wakefield teaches 

the unstructured data (paragraph [0021], lines 7-10) 
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Neither Wakefield , Krishnaprasad nor Alpha explicitly indicate "is part of an 
electronic record stored in a common repository of electronic records that provides an 
audit trail that cannot be altered or disabled by users of the system". 

However, Grainger discloses "is part of an electronic record stored in a common 
repository of electronic records that provides an audit trail that cannot be altered or 
disabled by users of the system" (paragraph [0069]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Wakefield , Krishnaprasad and Alpha because using the 
steps of "is part of an electronic record stored in a common repository of electronic 
records that provides an audit trail that cannot be altered or disabled by users of the 
system" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by 
ensuring that a user cannot intentionally change the contents of a database system for 
his or her benefit. This gives the user the advantage of being ensured of having a 
secure system protected from unscrupulous users. 

1 3. Claims 9-1 0 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Krishnaprasad et al. (' Krishnaprasad ' hereinafter) (Publication Number 2002/0078068) 
and further in view of Alpha et al. (' Alpha ' hereinafter) (Publication Number 
2003/0033275). 



As per claim 9, Krishnaprasad teaches 
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A method of searching XML data stored in a column of a database table in 
character large object (CLOB) format, the method comprising: (see abstract and 
background) 

storing the XML data in the column of the database table; (one column for 
CLOBs, paragraph [0021], lines 10-15) 

wherein the XML data comprises a first plurality of XML elements (XML 
documents, paragraph [0016], lines 3-5; each field of the XML document, paragraph 
[0016], lines 9-11) 

and a second plurality of XML elements (XML documents, paragraph [0016], 
lines 3-5; each field of the XML document, paragraph [0016], lines 9-11) 

receiving user input identifying one or more elements in the first and second 
plurality of XML elements as query elements; (user creates template to map fields to 
CLOBs, paragraph [0021], lines 10-15) 

in response to the user input identifying the one or more elements in the first and 
second plurality of XML elements as query elements, the set of database tables 
configured to translate a query element to an associated user-identified element in the 
first and second plurality of XML elements; (user creates template to map fields to 
CLOBs, paragraph [0021], lines 10-15; 'configured to' indicates intended use; Minton v. 
Nat 'I Ass 'n of Securities Dealers, Inc., 336 F.3d 1373, 1381, 67 USPQ2d 1614, 1620 
(Fed. Cir. 2003) "whereby clause in a method claim is not given weight when it simply 
expresses the intended result of a process step positively recited." Examples of claim 
language, although not exhaustive, that may raise a question as to the limiting effect of 
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the language in a claim are: (A) "adapted to" or "adapted for" clauses; (B) "wherein" 
clauses; and (C) "whereby" clauses. Therefore intended use limitations are not required 
to be taught, see MPEP § 2106 Section ll(C), MPEP 2111.04 [R-3]) 

and generating one or more queries on the unstructured data using the query 
elements (text index used to optimize a search on the LOB column, paragraph [0045]; 
note that the LOB column contains the unstructured data and fields can be mapped to 
CLOBs, paragraph [0021], lines 10-15). 

Krishnaprasad does not explicitly indicate "that conform to a first data type 
definition (DTD)" nor "that conform to a second DTD". 

However, Fernandez discloses "that conform to a first data type definition (DTD)" 
and "that conform to a second DTD" (XML documents each of which conforms to a 
different DTD, column 1, lines 62-66). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Krishnaprasad and Fernandez because using the steps 
of "that conform to a first data type definition (DTD)" and "that conform to a second 
DTD" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by 
allowing documents of various format to be handled. This gives the user the advantage 
of having a more dynamic solution capable of handling various formats. 

Neither Krishnaprasad nor Fernandez explicitly indicate "generating a set of 
database tables". 

However, Alpha discloses "generating a set of database tables" (generate tables, 
paragraph [0036], lines 1-4). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Krishnaprasad , Fernandez and Alpha because using 
the steps of "generating a set of database tables" would have given those skilled in the 
art the tools to improve the invention by allowing queries that contain conditions for both 
unstructured and structured data to be efficiently processed. This gives the user the 
advantage of being able to find pertinent data. 

As per claim 10, 

and wherein the set of database tables are configured to translate a first query 
element that represents the first XML element and not the second XML element and a 
second query element that represents the second XML element and not the first XML 
element, (paragraphs [0019],[0050]-[0053]; 'configured to' indicates intended use; 
Minton v. Nat 'I Ass 'n of Securities Dealers, Inc., 336 F.3d 1373, 1381, 67 USPQ2d 
1614, 1620 (Fed. Cir. 2003) "whereby clause in a method claim is not given weight 
when it simply expresses the intended result of a process step positively recited." 
Examples of claim language, although not exhaustive, that may raise a question as to 
the limiting effect of the language in a claim are: (A) "adapted to" or "adapted for" 
clauses; (B) "wherein" clauses; and (C) "whereby" clauses. Therefore intended use 
limitations are not required to be taught, see MPEP § 2106 Section ll(C), MPEP 
2111.04 [R-3]) 
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Krishnaprasad does not explicitly indicate "the first and second DTDs include first 
and second XML elements, respectively, that share a common name but represent 
different types of data". 

However, Fernandez discloses "the first and second DTDs include first and 
second XML elements, respectively, that share a common name but represent different 
types of data" (column 1 , lines 62-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Krishnaprasad and Fernandez because using the steps 
of "the first and second DTDs include first and second XML elements, respectively, that 
share a common name but represent different types of data" would have given those 
skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by allowing documents of various 
format to be handled. This gives the user the advantage of having a more dynamic 
solution capable of handling various formats. 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-20 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 
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15. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

The prior art made of record, listed on form PTO-892, and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jay A. Morrison whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
71 12. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Vo can be reached on (571 ) 272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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